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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 2,7-9,1 1,13,14,16-24,33-35,37-42 and 44 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US PAT 7,020,701 to Gelvin et al. (Gelvin). 

As to claims 1,33, Gelvin discloses a web-based information management 
system (abstract, lines 1-4), a production database (820, fig 9) that receives data (fig 9), 
via a network (fig 9), information concerning at least one, physical characteristic of a 
plurality of tires (col 44, lines 33-35) of a fleet (col 75, lines 22-25), an information 
management server accessing the data for processing (col 75, lines 24-31 ), with web 
pages (col 75, lines 62-65), Gelvin discloses allowing "thin clients" to access the 
system, (thin clients are those who subscribe to the service). 

As to claim 39, the data is uploaded to the server (fig 8) and is on a "computer 
readable medium" as the system is performed by computers. 

As to claims 2, Gelvin discloses authenticating the user (col 76, lines 58-60). 
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As to claims 17,32, Gelvin discloses launching an Internet browser application to 
perform these steps (inherent in that the Internet and web-pages are specifically 
mentioned). 

As to claims 7,23,24, Gelvin discloses a portable computing device storing at 
least a portion of the fleet tire information which is synchronized via the server (col 1 1 , 
lines 33-40). 

As to claim 8, Gelvin discloses using the computing device to enter data (fig 17). 

As to claim 9, the device is inherently a commercially available computer 
operating system compatible as it is a computing device and it is shown to be using an 
operating system (Windows) from Microsoft corporation (a commercially available 
operating system). 

As to claim 1 1, the synchronization occurs when the computing device connects 
to the service. 

As to claim 13, Gelvin discloses a graphical illustration of the vehicle (fig 12). 

As to claim 14, Gelvin does not name his systems, however, Gelvin does 
disclose a function "OLAP" system and a "RDBMS" system to analyze and respond to 
queries (fig 10), anything received via the Internet is inherently available for 
downloading and printing as receiving information over the Internet is "downloading" 
and any data a computer receives can be printed. 

As to claim 18, Gelvin discloses requesting and receiving information (fig 10). 
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As to claims 19,20,34, it would be inherent that the request contains information 
identifying a particular fleet or dealer else the customer would receive non-pertinent 
information. 

As to claim 21 , Gelvin discloses requesting a particular report (fig 12). 

As to claims 22,35, fleet information is submitted and stored (as previously 
discussed) is used for a summary report (3818, fig 38A). 

As to claim 37, anything received via the Internet is inherently downloading as 
receiving information over the Internet is "downloading". 

As to claim 38, it would be inherent that a fleet profile is created as the system is 
shown to be used for fleets and not having a "profile" could allow the data to be sent to 
the wrong fleet. 

As to claim 40, the information is transmitted via the Internet. 

As to claim 41, as Gelvin discloses authentication (as previously discussed), 
there would inherently be "information entry fields" that would pertain to a particular fleet 
(that which the user is 'authenticated' to peruse) and the profile information is stored at 
the local database (fig 1 ). 

As to claims 41,16, Gelvin discloses a graphical illustration of the vehicle (fig 12). 

As to claim 42, Gelvin discloses receiving a particular report (fig 38A). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 3-6,12,15,25-32, 36 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gelvin. 

As to claim 3, Gelvin does not teach using "skins". However, using "skins" is old 
and well known in the Internet arts (to allow users from different countries to view 
material, for instance, there are letters used in other languages that are not used in 
English; such as the n with tilde (~) in Spanish), therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow "skins" and to allow them to use different 
languages so the information is in the language preferred by the client to allow for the 
system to be used in multiple countries in the language preferred in each country by 
each customer. 

As to claim 4, Gelvin teaches smaller "nodes" for storing information (claim 33), 
therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use regional 
databases with locality information to decrease the amount of information stored in each 
database in order to make them more easily searchable. 
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As to claim 5, the Internet is a global network, thereby meeting the limitations as 
claimed. 

As to claim 6, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have a 
regional server containing the regional database to ease costs. 

As to claims 12 and 43, voice recognition software is old and well known and 
therefore, it would have been obvious to use voice recognition software to allow the 
system to be more flexible and easy to use for people who prefer such software. 

As to claim 15, Gelvin does not teach providing projected savings. Providing 
projected savings for using a service is old and well known in the art and is used as in 
advertising, therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
provide projected savings of using the system in advertising to convince people to use 
the service. 

As to claim 25, it is old and well known to print reports, therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to print the report to provide a hard-copy 
in case of computer failure. 

As to claim 26, Gelvin does not specifically mention entering physical inspection 
of individual tires. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to upload inspection data on tires to allow the system to contain more accurate 
information. 

As to claim 27, it is old and well known to print reports, therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to print the report to provide a hard-copy 
in case of computer failure. 
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As to claim 28, the information is uploaded using the portable computing device 
(as previously discussed). 

As to claim 29, Gelvin does not specifically mention storing the data at the 
management server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
store the data at the management server as the information is shown to pass through 
the server to be provide and this would centrally retain a copy of the report in case of 
dispute with the customer. 

As to claim 30, anything received via the Internet is inherently downloading as 
receiving information over the Internet is "downloading". 

As to claims 31,43, voice recognition software is old and well known and 
therefore, it would have been obvious to use voice recognition software to allow the 
system to be more flexible and easy to use for people who prefer such software. 

As to claim 32, Gelvin discloses a graphical illustration of the vehicle (fig 5). 

As to claim 36, Gelvin does not specifically mention storing the data at the 
management server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
store the data at the management server as the information is shown to pass through 
the server to be provide and this would centrally retain a copy of the report in case of 
dispute with the customer. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Applicant's arguments, filed 5/29/07, with respect to the rejections under 35 
U.S.C. 112 have been fully considered and are persuasive. These rejections have been 
withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US PAT 7,040,435 to Lesesky et al. discloses a method of 
information management for fleet tires using the Internet 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Fisher whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6804. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 7:30am-5:00pm alt Fri. off. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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